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JOINT APPENDIX 
32 [Filed December 2, 1957 ] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA | 
v. : Criminal No. 649-56 

LLOYD LYLES : | 

JUDGMENT AND COMMITMENT | 

On this 22nd day of November, 1957, came the attorney for the Govern- 
ment and the defendant appeared in person and by counsel B. Dabney Fox, Esq. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that th defendant has been convicted ape his plea of 
not guilty and a verdict of guilty of the offense of 

Violation of sections 4704a, 4705a, Title 26 of the U. S. Code; 

Violation of section 174, Title 21 of the U. S. Code, as charged, am the 
Court having asked the defendant whether he has anything to say why judgment 
should not be pronounced, and no sufficient cause to the contrary being shown or 
appearing to the Court, 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is guilty as vl and convicted. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is hereby committed to the custody 
of the Attorre y General or his authorized representative for imprisonment for 
a period of 

One (1) year to Three (3) years on each of counts 1, 4 anid 7, said sentences 
by the counts to run concurrently; | 

One (1) year to Three (3) years on each of counts 2, 5 and 8, said sentences 
by the counts to run concurrently and to run consecutively with the sentences im- 
posed on counts 1, 4 and 7; 

One (1) year to three (3) years on each of counts 3, 6 and 9, said sentences 


by the counts to run concurrently and to run consecutively with the sentences 


imposed on counts 2, 5, and 8. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendant pay a fine of one ($1.00) 
Dollar on each of counts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. | 

IT IS ORDERED that the Clerk deliver a certified copy of this judgment 





2 
and commitment to the United States Marshal or other qualified officer and that 
the copy serve as the commitment of the defendant. | 


/s/ ¥. DICKINSON LETTS 
United States District Judge 


{Filed March 31, 1958] - 


UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


NO. Misc. 921 JANUARY TERM, 1958 
LLOYD LYLES, Box 25, Lorton, Va. District Court Criminal No. 
649-56 
Vv. 


United States of America, 
Respondent. 


Before: Edgerton, Chief Judge, Washington and Danaher, Circuit 
Judges, in Chambers. 


ORDER 
Upon consideration of petitioner's amended petition for leave to prosecute 
an appeal in forma pauperis, and of respondent's opposition, it is 


ORDERED by the Court that petitioner be, and he is hereby, allowed to 
proceed on appeal from the judgment of the District Court without prepayment 
of costs and that the Clerk of the District Court prepare and transmit to this 
Court within forty days a transcript of the record in this case. 

It is FURTHER ORDERED by the Court that the joint appendix in this 
case be printed at the expense of the United States. 

Per Curiam. 


Dated: March 28, 1958 











BRIEF FOR APPELLEE 


Gnited States Court of Appeals 


FOR THE DISTRICT OF 


APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


OLIVER GASCH, 

United States Attorney. 
CAEL W. 
JOHN W. KERN I, 
Assistant United States Attorneys. 

















QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


This appeal is taken from a judgment of conviction entered 
by the District Court after a jury had found appellant guilty” 
as charged of nine counts involving three separate narcotics 
transactions. In the opinion of the appellee, the following 
questions are presented: 


appellant was entrapped to go to 
2. Whether the evidence adduced at trial was sufficient to 
support the verdict? 
@ 











Counterstatement of the case 
Statutes involved 


Argument: 

I. The Evidence Presented a Factual Issue for the Jury as to 
Whether Appellant Himself Initiated the Sales or Intended 
to Engage in Narcotics Traffic Whenever the Opportunity 
Presented Itself, Prior to Any Suggestion by a Government 
Agent and the Trial Court Therefore Properly Denied Ap- 
pellant’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal 

II. The Evidence Adduced at Trial Pertinent to Counts Seven, 
Eight, and Nine Was Sufficient to Support the Jury’s Ver- 
dict of Guilty 

Conclusion 
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GAnited States Court of Appeals 


FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


No. 14461 


Liorp LYLES, APPELLANT 
v. 
Unrrep Srates or AMERICA, APPELLEE 


APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


BRIEF FOR APPELLEE 


COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE CASE 


On June 25, 1956, a twenty-four count indictment was filed 
in the United States District Court for the District of Colum- 
bia charging appellant (in Counts One through Nine) with 
three illegal sales of a total of 250 capsules and 309.6 grains of 
heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar on two different days 
(R. 7-9). James W. Hunt, a codefendant, was charged with 
similar violations in Counts Seven through Twenty-four. The 
statutes alleged to have been violated were 26 U.S. C. §§ 4704 
(a) and 4705 (a) and 21 U. S. C. §174. After trial by jury, 
appellant (and his codefendant Hunt) were convicted on all 
counts charged (R. 25). Appellant was sentenced on Novem- 
ber 22, 1957, to a total of three to nine years imprisonment (R. 
32).* Hunt’s judgment of conviction was affirmed. See Hunt 


* Appellant was sentenced to one to three years on Counts One, Four and 
Seven, to run concurrently; one to three years on Counts Two, Five and 
Eight, to run concurrently, but to run consecutively to the sentences im- 
posed on Counts One, Four and Seven; and, one to three years on Counts 
Three, Six and Nine, to run concurrently, but to run consecutively to the 
sentences imposed on Counts Two, Five and Eight (BR. 32). 


(1) 
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v. United States, Court of Appeals No. 14237, decided July 2, 
1958. Appellant filed in the District Court a “Motion for 
Judgment of Acquittal and/or New Trial” and an application 
for leave to appeal in forma pauperis (R. 26, 27). Both such 
requests were denied by the District Court (R. 30, 31). This 
Court permitted appellant to proceed on appeal in forma 
pauperis and ordered that the record on appeal in the Hunt 
case, No. 14237, be made a part of the record on appeal in the 
instant case. 

To prove the charges contained in the indictment the Gov- 
ernment produced testimony and evidence which showed the 
following. Appellant was known by the Bureau of Narcotics 
to be a user and seller of narcotic drugs (G. A. 137a-142a, 
145a, 1462). He had been convicted in 1955 for violating the 
Pennsylvania Anti-Narcotics Act (G. A. 129a-130a). On 
March 12, 1956, Quincy Davis, a special employee of the 
Bureau of Narcotics, telephoned appellant, whom he had met 
some eight or nine years before, and left a message asking 
appellant to call him back (G. A. 3a, 41a). Davis’s purpose 
in calling appellant was to locate a mutual friend named Jock 
(G. A. 44a, 46a). Appellant did call back somewhat after six 
o’clock in the evening. After discussing the whereabouts of 
Jock who was in the narcotics business, appellant asked Davis 
whether he wanted to do business (G. A. 3a, 42a, 48a). When 
Davis replied in the affirmative, appellant inquired how much. 
Davis said he would use 100 “pieces of stuff” and appellant 
stated he would call back since he had to call his “connection” 
man. Appellant telephoned about a half-hour later and di- 
rected Davis to meet him at 12 o’clock p. m. at a gas station at 
7th Street and Rhode Island Avenue, N. W. Appellant stated 
he would have the narcotics and Davis promised to have the 
money. (G.A.3a, 4a.) 

The two men met about 12:30 a. m. on March 13, 1956, and 
after appellant had ascertained that Davis had the money he 
informed Davis that he would have to wait a few minutes. 
After about a half hour, appellant saw an auto registered in 


7“G. A.,” when used in this brief, refers to Appellee’s Appendix in Hunt 
v. United States, No. 14237; “R” refers to the record on appeal in the in- 
stant case. 
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Hunt’s name (G. A. 147a), drive around the corner and ap- 
pellant stated to Davis: “There he is now.” (G. A. 5a.) 
Appellant walked over to Hunt’s car—a Lincoln convertible— 
and then returned to Davis and gave him two envelopes con- 
taining capsules of narcotics and Davis gave appellant $100 in 
cash. A Narcotics Bureau agent observed the meeting. (G. A. 
5a, 72a, 73a.) After the sale had been consummated appel- 
lant said that he would call Davis in the evening (G. A. 6a). 

Appellant spoke over the telephone to Davis about 6:30 
p. m. on March 13, 1958 (G. A. 8a). Appellant asked Davis if 
he had run out and Davis replied that he could use some more. 
Appellant directed Davis to meet him at 11:30 p. m. at 12th 
and V Streets, N. W. (G. A. 9a.) The two met and walked to- 
gether for about three or four minutes, during which time Davis 
gave appellant $100 in cash (G. A. 10a, 1la). Appellant stop- 
ped and reached into a hedge and brought out two envelopes 
and gave them to Davis (G. A. 12a). An agent of the Bureau 
of Narcotics observed their meeting (G. A. 1la, 77a). Prior to 
both occasions on March 13, 1956, on which Davis met with ap- 
pellant, Davis was searched, supplied with the purchase money, 
and searched immediately after the sales at which time capsules 
containing heroin compound were recovered by Narcotic Bu- 
reau agents (G. A. 7la-79a). 

On the evening of March 14, 1956, appellant telephoned 
Davis and Davis asked to meet appellant’s source of supply 
so that Davis might do business directly. Appellant agreed to 
arrange an introduction in exchange for $25. Appellant in- 
structed Davis to meet him on the corner of 16th and Belmont 
Streets, N. W. (G. A. 14a). The two men met and Davis 
gave appellant $25 in cash. Appellant instructed Davis to 
go to 1318 Rhode Island Avenue, N. W., and to ask for a Mr. 
Hunt (appellant’s codefendant in the instant case). Appel- 
lant informed Davis that he had made an appointment for 
him with Hunt at nine o’clock sharp (G. A. 15a). A Bureau 
of Narcotics agent observed the meeting (G. A. 105a). 

At 9 p. m. on March 14, 1956, Davis arrived at the address 
given him by appellant, which turned out to be Hunt’s Tourist 
Home (G. A. 16a). Davis asked a man later identified as the 
codefendant Hunt if he were Mr. Hunt and the man walked 
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back to his office without saying anything. A few minutes 
later Hunt returned and said: “I just called Lloyd, and Lloyd 
described you to me and what you had on. I got to be care- 
ful.” (G. A. 16-17.) After talking for awhile about Hunt’s 
hobby of electric trains, Davis said he had to leave to watch 
the fights. Appellant asked how much “stuff’ Davis wanted. 
Davis asked for seventy-five pieces and appellant suggested 
he take 50 and then he could get 100 the next day. Davis 
agreed, gave appellant $50, and was given two envelopes con- 
taining fifty capsules of heroin compound. (G. A. 17a-20a.) 
Hunt gave Davis his telephone number and suggested that 
he call when his supply ran out. Davis said he would con- 
tact appellant who would know how to make arrangements 
and that he would see Hunt the next night. (G. A. 21a, 83a.) 
Hunt gave Davis two telephone numbers at either of 
which he could be reached (G. A. 25a). Prior to Davis’s meet- 
ing with appellant on the night of March 14, 1956, Davis was 
searched, supplied with the purchase money, and searched im- 
mediately after the purchase from Hunt at which time cap- 
sules containing heroin compound were recovered by Narcotic 
Bureau agents (G. A. 80a, 71a, 105a-107a). 

Appellant was arrested on April 8, 1956, by a Bureau of Nar- 
cotics Agent (G. A.10la). A slip of paper was found on ap- 
pellant’s person upon which were written Hunt’s telephone 
numbers (G. A. 104a-105a). Appellant’s defense consisted en- 
tirely of his own testimony that he had been entrapped (G. A. 
128a). He did not deny talking with Davis on March 13, 1956, 
or making the sales of narcotics testified to by Davis but stated 
that Davis called him almost every day seeking information 
about drugs and people in the business. Appellant did deny 
taking $25 from Davis to introduce him to the codefendant 
Hunt and was unable to account for how Davis met Hunt. (G. 
A. 128a, 129a; A. A. 66-67.)* 


STATUTES INVOLVED 
Title 21 U.S.C. § 174 provides: 


Same: penalty: evidence—Whoever fraudulently or 
knowingly imports or brings any narcotic drug into the 


*«,. A.” when used in this brief, refers to Appellant’s Appendix in Hunt 
v. United States, No. 14237. 
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United States or any territory under its control or juris- 
diction, contrary to law, or receives, conceals, buys, sells, 
or in any manner facilitates the transportation, con- 
cealment, or sale of any such narcotic drug after being 
imported or brought in, knowing the same to have been 
imported or brought into the United States contrary to 
law, or conspires to commit any of such acts in violation 
of the laws of the United States, shall be imprisoned 
not less than five or more than twenty years and, in 
addition, may be fined not more than $20,000. Fora 
second or subsequent offense (as determined under sec- 
tion 7237 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954), 
the offender shall be imprisoned not less than ten or 
more than forty years and, in addition, may be fined 
not more than $20,000. 

Whenever on trial for a violation of this subsection 
the defendant is shown to have or to have had posses- 
sion of the narcotic drug, such possession shall be 
deemed sufficient evidence to authorize conviction un- 
less the defendant explains the possession to the satis- 


faction of the jury. 

For the provision relating to sentencing, probation, 
etc., see section 7237 (d) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954. (As amended July 18, 1956, cf. 629, title I, 
§ 105, 70 Stat. 570.) 


Title 26 U. S. C. § 4704 (a) General requirement provides: 
It shall be unlawful for any person to purchase, sell, 
dispense, or distribute narcotic drugs except in the orig- 
inal stamped package or from the original stamped 
package; and the absence of appropriate tax paid stamps 
from narcotic drugs shall be prima facie evidence of a 
violation of this subsection by the person in whose 
possession the same may be found. 
Title 26 U. S. C. § 4705 (a) General requirement provides: 
It shall be unlawful for any person to sell, barter, 
exchange, or give away narcotic drugs except in pur- 
suance of a written order of the person to whom such 
article is sold, bartered, exchanged, or given, on a form 
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to be issued in blank for that purpose by the Secretary 
or his delegate. 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


The issue of whether appellant had been entrapped into 
committing the narcotics offenses with which he was charged 
in the instant case was properly left to the jury’s determina- 
tion guided by the District Court’s appropriate instructions. 
The evidence adduced at trial was such that the District Court 
could not have properly decided as a matter of law that appel- 
lant had been entrapped. 

The evidence adduced in the instant case showed sufficient 
community of interests and prearrangement of plans between 
appellant and the codefendant Hunt to justify a conclusion 
that appellant aided and abetted Hunt’s sale of narcotics on 
March 14, 1956, and to support the jury’s verdict of guilty on 
counts seven, eight and nine in the indictment. 


ARGUMENT 


I. The Evidence Presented a Factual Issue for the Jury as to 
Whether Appellant Himself Initiated the Sales or Intended 
to Engage in Narcotics Traffic Whenever the Opportunity 
Presented Itself, Prior to Any Suggestion by a Government 
Agent and the Trial Court Therefore Properly Denied Ap- 
pellant’s Motion for Judgment of Acquittal. 


Appellant contends that Davis, the Government’s principal 
witness, instigated the crimes in the instant case “by inducing 
and soliciting appellant on these many occasions to procure 
narcotics for him.” (Argument I, Br.5). In a word, appellant 
does not deny committing the narcotics offenses but urges that 
he was entrapped and consequently should have received a di- 
rected verdict of acquittal. 

Entrapment is proved when (1) the crime was instigated by 
government agents, and (2) the defendant had no previous 
disposition to commit the crime. The doctrine of entrapment 
denounces the practice of inducing the commission of a crime 
by an otherwise innocent person. The landmark case of Sor- 
rells v. United States, 287 U.S. 435 (1982), delineates the ex- 
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tent to which factual entrapment may be asserted as a defense 
by one who otherwise confesses guilt The Court said: 


It is well settled that the fact that officers or employ- 
ees of the Government merely afford opportunities or 
facilities for the commission of the offense does not 
defeat the prosecution. Artifice and stratagem may be 
employed to catch those engaged to criminal enterprises, 
The appropriate object of this permitted activity, fre- 
quently essential to the enforcement of the law, is to 
reveal criminal design; to expose the illicit traffic, the 
prohibited publication, the fraudulent use of the mails, 
the illegal conspiracy, or other offenses, and thus to dis- 
close the would-be violators of the law. A different 
question is presented when the criminal design origi- 
nates with the officials of the Government, and they im- 
plant in the mind of an innocent person the disposition 
to commit the alleged offense and induce its commission 
in order that they may prosecute. [287 U.S. at 441] 


* * * * + 


* * * In Newman v. United States [299 Fed. 128] the 

applicable principle was thus stated by Circuit Judge 

Woods: “It is well settled that decoys may be used to 

entrap criminals, and to present opportunity to one in- 

tending or willing to commit crime. But decoys are not 

permissible to ensnare the innocent and law abiding into 

the commission of crime. When the criminal design 

originates, not with the accused, but is conceived in the 

mind of the government officers, and the accused is 

by persuasion, deceitful representation, or inducement 

lured into the commission of a criminal act, the govern- 

ment is estopped by sound public policy from the prose- 

“See also Guarro v. United States, 99 U. S. App. D. C. 97, 101, 287 F. 24 

518. (1956) wherein this Court said: “There are many situations wherein 

use of police decoys is permissible, and perhaps a practical necessity. Drug 

peddlers are hard to catch if the undercover policeman may not make a pur- 

chase. And, of course, he may make a purchase, and it may lead to a con- 

viction. The difference, however, between that case and this is that selling 

drugs is a crime against society no matter how willing the customer may be 

to purchase, whereas a homosexual touching of a apparently willing and 

competent person is not an ‘assault,’ whatever else it may be in the cata- 
logue of criminal offenses.” 
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cution therefore.” (Citation omitted.) [287 U.S. at 
445] 
The Supreme Court has recently approved the principles en- 
nuciated in the Sorrells case. Sherman v. United States, 26 
U.S. L. Week 4334 (U.S. May 19, 1958). 

The issue of whether a defendant has been entrapped is for 
the jury to determine under proper instructions unless such 
issue can be decided as a matter of law. See Sherman v. 
United States, supra, at 4335 (fn. 8). In the instant case, the 
jury was instructed on the law of entrapment as set forth in 
the Sorrells case (A. A. 204-209), and such instruction was 
expressly approved by this Court. See Hunt v. United States, 
Court of Appeals No. 14237, decided July 2, 1958, Slip opinion, 
p. 2. In returning a guilty verdict, the jury must have con- 
cluded that appellant (1) had initiated the sales to Davis, or 
(2) was predisposed to engage in the illicit traffic of narcotics 
and was merely awaiting an opportunity to carry out such 
criminal activity. Abundant evidence in support of either 
conclusion was introduced by the Government at trial. It 
may be remembered that Davis, a Government decoy, testi- 
fied that he had contacted appellant and that appellant had 
offered without any urging whatsoever to sell him narcotics. 

there was testimony that appellant volunteered 
to call his supplier and then called Davis back to arrange for 
a meeting for a sale. Moreover, appellant arranged for the 
gecond meeting and sale. Finally, there was testimony that 
when appellant called Davis on the third occasion he agreed to 
and did arrange for an introduction of Davis to appellant’s 
supplier, Hunt. In addition the above evidence tending to 
prove appellant insti 


that appellant was predisposed to 
awaiting the arrival of an opportunity to do so. 

Appellant’s testimony on the issue of entrapment (G. A. 
128a-120a), when viewed in the light of the Government's 
evidence set forth above, is neither convincing nor persuasive. 
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Appellant testified that prior to his meeting with Davis he 
was called by Davis “just about every day, from the time the 
first call was” (G. A. 1288), but the first call by Davis was 
on either March 11th or March 12th (G. A. 3a, 46a), and the 
sale took place on March 13th (G. A. 1288). Moreover, ap- 
pellant’s description of the inducements, blandishments and 
urgings made to him by Davis was vague (G. A. 128a-129a). 
It may be fairly said from a reading of the record that to have 
concluded that as a matter of law appellant had been entrap- 
ped would have been wholly unwarranted. It was up to the 
jury to determine the entrapment issue upon the basis of the 
testimony it heard. 


If. The Evidence Adduced at Trial Pertinent to Counts Seven, 
Eight, and Nine Was Sufiicient to Support the Jury’s Verdict 
of Guilty. 


Appellant contends that there was a failure of proof on the 
part of the Government on Counts Seven, Eight and Nine of 
the indictment (Argument II, Br. at 5). These counts 
charged appellant and his codefendant Hunt with the sale of 


narcotics on March 14, 1956, without a written order, not in 
the original stamped package, knowing such narcotics to have 
been unlawfully imported (R. 8-9). Appellant urges that 
there was no evidence of any collaboration or association be- 
tween appellant and Hunt in the sale of narcotics made to 
Davis on March 14, 1956, and, therefore, the jury’s verdict of 
guilty must be overturned. 

The verdict of a jury must be sustained on appeal if there 
is substantial evidence to support such verdict. Wigfall v. 
United States, 97 U. S. App. D. C. 252, 230 F. 2d 220 (1956) ; 
Thomas v. United States, 93 U. S. App. D. C. 392, 211 F. 2d 45 
(1945); Curley v. United States, 81 U.S. App. D. C. 389, 160 
F. 2d 229 (1947), cert. denied 331 U. S. 817. The evidence 
pertinent to the counts in the indictment in question show the 
following. Hunt was known to appellant (G. A. 104a, 105a), 
and he supplied narcotics to appellant for sale to Davis on 
March 13, 1956 (G. A. 58, 728, 73a). On March 14, 1956, 
appellant promised Davis he would arrange an introduction of 
Davis to Hunt (G. A. 14a). Appellant and Davis met the 
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same day—March 14th—and, after payment by Davis, appel- 
lant told Davis an appointment had been made for him with 
Hunt and where Davis was to go (G. A. 15a, 105a). When 
Davis arrived at Hunt’s Tourist Home and inquired whether 
the man there—later identified as Hunt—was, in fact, Hunt, 
the man refused to answer and withdrew into his office. With- 
in a few minutes, the man came back out and stated that he 
had called appellant who had identified Davis and even de- 
scribed what Davis was wearing (G. A. 16a-17a). When the 
sale by Hunt to Davis had been consummated, Davis re- 
marked that prior to seeing Hunt again he would contact ap- 
pellant who would know how to make arrangements. Hunt 
didnotdemur. (G.A. 21a, 83a.) 

When the indictment charges substantive narcotic offenses 
and sufficient evidence is supplied under the aider and abettor 
doctrine, it has been established that, “[u]nder the first statute 
{charging the substantive offense]* * * it [is] only necessary 
to show possession of the narcotics to establish guilty and 
under the second statute, [aider and abettor] making an 
abettor a principal, it [is] not necessary that each of the de- 
fendants should have had the narcotics but only that one or 
more of them had possession while the others aided in the 
illicit transaction to which the possession was incidental.” 
[Citing authorities.] United States v. Cohen, 124 F. 2d 164, 
165 (2 Cir. 1941), cert. denied, Bernstein v. United States, 315 
U.S. 811 (1942), reh. denied, 316 U.S. 707 (1942). Tojustify 
finding a defendant “guilty as a principal on the ground that 
he was an aider and abettor, it must be proven that he shared 
in the criminal intent of the principal and there must be a 
community of unlawful purpose at the time the act is com- 
mitted.” Johnson v. United States, 195 F. 2d 673, 675 (8th 
Cir. 1952). See also Nye and Nissen v. United States, 336 
U. S. 613, 619 (1949). In the instant case the evidence dem- 
onstrated that appellant and Hunt, his supplier, were engaged 
in the joint venture of selling narcotics before the particular 
sale in question on March 14, 1956. It was clearly in appel- 
lant’s financial interest that the sale by Hunt to Davis be 
consummated since he had been paid to arrange the meeting 
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between the two. Moreover, Hunt did not disturb Davis’s 
understanding that he was to contact appellant for future ar- 
rangements of meetings. The very case cited by appellant, 
United States v. Mack, 220 F. 2d 166 (2d Cir. 1954), sets 
forth certain prerequisites for conviction in narcotic cases as 
aider and abettor which the evidence in the instant case satisfies. 
Thus, appellant and Hunt were associated in an illicit enter- 
prise, appellant had a financial interest in bringing Davis, the 
buyer, to Hunt, and appellant collaborated with Hunt in carry- 
ing out the sale to Davis on March 14, 1956. The evidence in 
the instant case shows far more than mere introduction by 
appellant of buyer to seller as was the case in United States v. 
Mack, supra. 
CONCLUSION 


Wherefore, it is respectfully submitted that the judgment 
of the District Court be affirmed. 
OLrver GascH, 
United States Attorney. 
Cart W. BELCHER, 
Joun W. Kern, III, 
Assistant United States Attorneys. 
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